Chapter V:

In Stage I, all enumerators were to receive a first
and a final field review, Whether or not they received
a gecond or third review before the final review depended
upon the number of errors found, The criteria for
accepting an enumerator’s work were made tighter for
each subsequent review to keep pace with his gain in
experience, At each point, the enumerator’s work was
to be terminated if it did not meet minimum criteria,
At final review the assignment was either accepted as
completed or considered unacceptable and returned to
the same or another enumerator for correction,

After final review and any necessary correction
resulting from it, the crew leader was to review every
housing unit in the EA that was completed by “closeout”
procedure (ie,, the information was obtained from
neighbors) to see whether or not the minimum infor-
mation had been obtained for each person and housing
unit. If there were more than 25 people and housing
units for which the minimum data had notbeen obtained,
the assignment was turned over to another enumerator
for one more visit to each housing unit which had been
enumerated by the closeout procedure, If there were
still too many missing entries after this visit, the crew
leader was instructed to make certain imputations,

After the review of closeouts was completed, the crew
leader was to verify the transcription to the Stage II
Fosdic enumeration book of the 100-percent information
for the last sample housing unit (or group quarters) on
every page of the Listing Book, If the number of errors
resulted in an unacceptable transcription, the assign-
ment was given to the same or another enumerator for
a complete review and correction ofall the transcription,
When the assignment was returned to the crew leader
after correction, he wasthento inspect the transcription
for the first sample household on each page of the Listing
Book,

For eachenumerationassignment in two-stage areas,
there was tobe one form F-243, Record of Field Review:
PH-1 and PH-2, upon which the results of the field re-
views, the closeout review, and transcription verifi-
cation were to be reported. If more than one enu-
merator worked on one assignment, more than one form
was to be filled out; if the same enumerator worked on

more than one assignment, a form was to be filled out
for each assignment,

When all the corrections had been made inthe Stage I
enumeration books for an EA, these books and the
corresponding Listing and Stage II books were sent to
the District Offices where the Stage Ibooks were edited
on a sample basigs for consistency and completeness, the
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counts necessary for payroll were verified, and e
transcription of the 100-percent information for sample
units to the Stage Il enumeration books wag verified,

Field Review

Field review was to be conducted by the erew leader
or field reviewer in the presence of the enumerator, The
reviews were composed of the following checks;

—

. A check for missed housing units (from the lig
prepared in advance on form 14-236 by the crey
leader),

2. A review of the Listing Book for major defects
such as errors in sample key designation,

3. A review of the Listing Book for minor defects
such as incorrectly recorded callbacks,

4. A review of the population items on a sample of
Stage T enumeration book pages for omissions,
bad marking, or inconsistencies,

5. A similar review of the housing ftems,
i

6. A check to see that the canvassing information’
recorded in the Listing Book agrecd with the
information in the Stage I enumeration books,

There was also a check (for which there were o
acceptance standards) on whether or notthe Fosdic pages
were free of creascs, teurs, ote,; lines were being
cancelled properly; people were being lsted in the
proper sequence; and, in block areas, whether ox not the:
block and page numbers were being entered,

After performing these operations the reviewer
compared the number of errors found in cach section
with the maximum number of errors acceptable for tha
section, Depending on the type and number of sections,
in which the enumerator’s ervors cxceeded the mex
imum, the reviewer was to take one of three actions:

1. Instruct the enumerator that no further review
would be necessary until his assignment was
completed, when a final review would be made,

2. Schedule another review appointment for as $007
as the enumerator had had time to do more end-
merating, Sometimes additional training wouldbe
necessary before this next review,

3. Terminate the enumerator's appointment,
¥
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It is estimated that field review forms were received
for about 84 percent of the EA's, It is likely that more
were filled out but were lost before reaching Jefferson-
ville at the end of the census, For example, six District
Offices sent in none, As mentioned earlier, there were
no controls for assuring that the quality control records
were sent in, It seems likely that the District Office
staffs, who were necessarily concentrating on sending
in completed enumeration books and Listing Books in
good order and who at the same time were closing the
temporary District Offices and disposing of equipment
and supplies, may have failed to send in completed
quality control records in some cases,

Section I - Check for Missed Units, The most important
part of Stage I field review was the coverage check in
section I of form FF-243, On first review, the enu-~
merator was allowed to have missed one rural or two
urban prelisted housing units, After thatthe enumerator
was to be released if he missed any one of the prelisted
units,

The results of the coverage check arve given in table
14, The check was made for anestimated 88 percent of
the two-stage assignments, ranging from 85 percent in
rural areasto 91 percent inurbannonblock areas, About
6 percent of the assignments had one or more of the

Table 14 .--Results of Coverage Check: Stage | of
Two-Stage Areas

prelisted units reported as missed by the enumerator,
About 2 percent had two or more units reported as
missed, ‘

The estimates of missed units are underestimates
because the crew leader had not always listed the full
number of units when doing his preparatory work, The
Technical Officers’ evaluation of the coverage check,
as shown in table 23, indicates that the coverage check
was incomplete or incorrectly made inonly 5 percent of

Table 15.-- Number of Sections Failed in EA’s
Failing at Least One Section: Two-Stage Areas

(Proportion of EA’s failing at least one section)

) Stage | Stage [1
Number of sections

failed First | Fipal | First | Final
Teview | review | review | review

Number of EA's in sample
failing at least one sec-
5 e« P v 115 27 21 33

Proportion of sample EA's
failing one or more
sections. .. .0,

s+=ss. | 1,000 {1,000 }{1.000| 1.000
1 section only....evuuuus BL7 | 7AL | L724 971

2 sections......... e A57 1 .85 | 173 -
3 or more sectionsS...,... .026 074 .103 .029

(Proportion of EA's)
Status of " (ﬁthage Urhan areas Rural
coverage check areas Block | Nonblock | areas

Total FA's.eveeeee| 1,000 1,000 | 1.000 [ 1.000
Coverage check not made. 2123 <127 .088 » 150
No prelisting done.... 031 027 ,032 .038
F-236 not avallable... 007 .006 .005 009
Seetion hlanke. susavof L0485 , 004 051 .103
Coverage check made..... 877 873 912 .850
No units missed..sus.. 812 798 847 1799

One or more units
missedl. it ivinna, 065 075 .065 .051

i i i it e 042 048 040 .035
2iiinen e 010 010 .018 005
I e esaaes .003 004 .003 -
de ittt .. 003 002 .002 .005
2 PR [P 001 003 - -
Buiiireneneansnnnnnes P (%) .001 - -
T et sternssarassannna (7) 001, - -
B, cecaraene (%) - .002 -
L2 N ve - - - -
10 or more, vovverenense . 005 .006 - .006

Z leas than .0005. .

'Different units were checked in first and final re-
view. The proportions shown here are for the sum of all
units missed per FA.

Source: Forms F-243, Record of Field Review, PH-1
and PH-2.

Source: Forms F-243, Record of Field Review, PH-1
and PH-2, and forms F-244, Record of Field
Review, PH-3 and PH-4.

Table 16.--Field Review Sections Failed:
Stage | of Two-Stage Areas

(Proportion of EA’s)

Urban EA’s | Rural EA's
Number of review

sections failed First | Final | First | Final
review |review | review | review

TotaLleieasvovscanonnneres| 1,001 1.007121.00( 1.00
Failed no sections...seevese . .93 .98 .96 .99

Failed section I and—
No other sections....evessass - 2] @ -
One other sectioNe..sessssses -1 (2) -
Tyo other SecbionS..sescsssss - - (z) -
Three other sectionS.....esee| (3) - -

Four other sections.......... - - - -
Five other sections..ciieeses - - - -

Passed section I and failed—

One other section...... cesaen .05 .01 .03 0L
Two other sectionS.ecersssses 01 (2)] .o -
Three other sectionS.........| (Z)| (Z) - (2)

TFour other sections. seessuss - - - -
Tive other sectionS..eseveses - - - -

72 Tess than .005.

Source: Forms F-243, Record of Field Review, PH-1
and PH-2.
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Table 17.--Errors in Each Field Review Section the assignments olgscrvcd (;md was not made at all 7
on First Review: Stage | of Two-Stage Areas percent of the assignments).

(Proportion of enumerators).

Error Rates in Sections Il through VI, Tables 2 apg 19

Field review section show the error rates for the remaining sections of Stage
Number of v VI I field review, For scctions I and 11 of form Fa43 1
errors [ ] i v “error rates” (in table ‘l?) are 1.in terms of EA's wiy |
.1.00 one or more errors, This is because the questiong
Total..| 1.00| 1.00| 1,00\ 1.00) 2.00) L. called for "Yes” or “No" answers and a “No” angyey
0 93 75 .79 .51 54 87 could represent more than one erroy, ‘The table shows
Toooeiiiii, 106 | 2.22 .15 .16 Jde | 2 that error rates for the individual parts of these sectiong
2eveieeennnn | 200| L03] 05| .09 10| .01 ran from about 1 to 7 percent,
Birneieenn (zy| o1 3.01| .ov| .06 (z)
bviivenenen| @] @] (@) 4| 03] (2)
5 (2) (z) () K .03 (2) The error rates reported by crew leaders and fielg
Bl (2) ARG 01 (z) reviewers on first review were 007 for population item
e e iiiannne - - - .02 01 -
s S (2) - .01 .02 N
e - -1 .o .on) o (2)
L0, Lol I @l oy ® - Table 19.-Error Rates for Listing Book Review:
1oL () - Y O N - Stage | of Two-Stage Areas
0 (z) - - (@) () - —
Yreaernnn P - - - (2) (@) - Line Error rate
num- P
- - - escription of error - .
ig - - - 3%; g% - ber on Descrip 0 First | Final
17 or move . . ) - - o1 ‘ol (z) F-243 review | review
Z Less than ,005, Seetion 1T - Tdsting Book, pad 17
IMaximum allowable errors for rural EA's, (major ehecks)
Maximum allowable errors for urban EA's,
Maximum allowable errors for all EA's, 2 (For PH-2) Block mmbers in column 2
\ . - ~ in Incorrect OXdersscveiieveiiiienen | 031,03
Source: I;‘ggm;HF-zi.B, Record of Field Review, PH-1 3 Houging unite listed in Ineorroet
2. sequence according Lo addrest., coe . A% s
4 | Sample key (column 5) in Ineoprpeeet,
. H . . . g R N RN L T T e 4 '
Table 18.--Errors in Each Field Review Section OPEIs o eeveteraanenns, o Bl
. SR 5 Number of persons for each comploted
on Final Review: Sta_ge | of Two-Stage Areas unit not shown in colimn L2 esveevee | 06| 03
. 6 No "AM or MIQ" for each sample undl !
(Proportion of enumerators) Incolwmn L3, oo uvisiinivvrvvninnanas | L1211 08
Field review section
N%Tr%?; of Section IIT - Lieting book, part 2%
i il n v v Vi (other checks )

8 Columne 1, 3 or 4 not andeiquately

Total.. | 1.00| 1.0071 1.00| 1.00| 1.00]| 1.00 filled for each housing wnlte..o.o,.s | 05 O

9 | Column 6 not £illed correatly,..veess | 03| 06
) 3
Ouviiiennnns .99 l.92 .94 79 .80, .93 10 Column 7 not filled for each houg ing
Locooewenann b b0 to7 | .04 L08) .og| .06 PO A4 L3 BN
2 iiienennns (z) .01 N .01 .04 04 (z) 1L Callbacks not recorded in eolumng 8
2. vereees (z){ (2) *o1| .03| .o2| (z) OF O einintunnnnnvannnnnnnsnniensans | 07 (X
...... ceens (%) (z) - .02 .02 (z) 12a | Method of completion uot shown in
5 @) columns 10 or Lleeiurviniioninannnss | 06| (%)
AR ) - - 8% 8% - 126 | Number of closeout cases unreagonable | 0L (x)
g. heeeraan . - - - .01 (%) -
Srerneeee - - - Ezg (z) - Section VI - Enumeration book -
-------- e - - Z (2) - Listing Book agreement?®
0 ere . - - - R
1-1‘ o (z)] (2) - 37 | Pl not in agreement with column 5 of
12.:.:.:..--. B : - (Z; 1'01 - ListingBOOK....................-.o- (z) (Z)
FER : (2) N : (z) (z) - 38 Number of persons in enumeration
Tgooin ! N - (z) = - book not equal to mmber in eolumn
- - 12 of Listing BooK.,.....eevursussss | WOL|  (2)
B - - - -
el ) 3z) (z) - X Not checked in final review.
- - - - 2 Less than .005.
17 or more... - - -
m (z) (2) - IMError rate" for items in thig seetion is in terms
% less than 005, of the proportion of FA's with one or more errors.
Maximum allowable errors. "Error rate" for this section is in terms of house-

s holds inspected.
O H » N . N
urce Zggnlsgﬁl_?z?ﬂ, Record of Field Review, PH-1 Source: Forms F-243. Record of Field Review, PH-1
and PH-2,
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and ,009 for housingitems, Onfinal review, the respec-
tive rates were reduced to 002 and ,004, The error
rates for individual population items were fairly homo-
geneous, but some of the rates for individual housing
items (usually those that occurred infrequently) ran up
to 8 or 14 percent,

When population and housing items are combined, the
error rate observed by final review is .003, However,
a careful analysis of a sample of the enumeration books
at the end of the census shows that the actual omission
(error) rate for these items was ,009, Hence, the
reviewers were finding and reporting only one-third of
the errors,

Certain items inspected during field review played
no part in the prescribed action tobe taken in regard to
the enumcrator, ‘The proportion of EA’s having one or
more of these failings is shown in table 20, It is not
known how much correcting of enumeration books was
done as a result of this part of the review,

Table 20.--Error Rates for Miscellaneous Items:
Stage | of Two-Stage Areas

Line Error rate?
num- Type of error - -
ber on P First | Final
F-243 review jreview
31 Pagap with creases, tears, or marks

Al L i e e oo s onevasonnannansnsss 08 W12

32 Pepaons Lo P2 oot listed in proper
Ardet s s e v e Creea e Cesetesennnn 03 02

33 Mot enowrh Lincs et by emmerator
O el IDarRS e s e s enviirvrrrsernsen 0310 (%)

34 {(For PH-2) Hlock and page numbers
not entered.coy v ven PPN A3 .03
35 Rlank Lines with marks that might be

plcked up by FOSDIC as entries...... 03] .03

36 Lines not cvanceclled properly by emi-
HOLATT oo v v v enss vsrsvavrsonsasnsas s 0L 02

X Nol ehecked in inal review.

Lihe proportion of FA's with one or more errors.

Source:  Formy F-243, Recopd of Fleld Review, PH-1
and FH-2.

Section VII - Action Taken, After tallying errorsinthe
earlier sections, the reviewer was to enter the sum of
these tallies in section VI, to circle that sum if it was
above the accepted number of errors, and to take the

action indicated on the form,

Table 21 indicates the actions required on Stage 1
assignments, judging by the tallies of the reviewers on
form F-243, For 81 percent of the assignments, only

a first and final review were required, Four percent

required an intermediate review, and 1 percent should
have resulted inthe enumerator’s release, Inl4 percent
of the cases, it was not possible to determine what the
correct action was, but it has been assumed in table 22
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Table 21.-- Correct Pattern of Action on Field
Review According to Reviewers’ Tallies: Stage

| of Two-Stage Areas

, Proportion

Correct action of EA’s
Total,..... Ceeies e veees 1,000
Enumerator to be released.........vve.. .o L0111
After first review.......vvvvvivvrennns .009
After second review.......iceevevinine .001
After third review......v.vveervenennn. {2)

No further review ‘o be made until |

5 2T D o .813
Intermediate review to be made,.,......... .036
Second PevVIeW.  vurvirr i irrierrneerer s 032
BSecond and third review................ .003
Uncertain., .vooveiveenn.s it . L140

7 Less then ,0005.

Source: Forms F-243, Record of Field Review, PH-1

and PH-2,

Table 22.-- Action Taken in Field Review Compar-
ed With Correct Action: Stage | of Two-Stage

Areas
CAH Praportion
Action of EA's

=2 X 1,000

Correct action performed......... Ceeanaes 798
Enumerator released,....... v eeovueesn, .003
Intermediate review performed......... . ,030
Only first and final reviews performed, 662
Final review only performed......... . .103
Incorrect action performed,..... Cereeaaee .180
Enumerator not released,.......veveee.. .008
Enumerator released unneccesarily,..... 003
More reviews than necessary performed,, 072
Not enough reviews made.....oovveivevees 081
0dd patterns of review......evvvevvuren 016
Correct action uncertain,,........vovvee. 022
Enumerator released,....... e eiiereens .002
Only first review performed..... AN 001
Only first and final reviews performed. .00%,
No reviews performed................. .o .007
Other patterns of review.,............. 011

1Tt is assumed here that these were additional
assignments undertaken by enumerators who had success-

fully completed thelr first assignments,

Source: Forms F-243, Record of Fleld Review, PH-1

and PH-2,
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Table 23.--Technical Officers’ Evaluation of Field Review: Stage | of Two-Stage Areas

QUALITY CONTROL OF THE FIELD ENUMERATION

. i Field review -

Total nggcrgx:gmg made lful r:ot Field review

Description of check . : completely not made
P ta instructions or correctly
Form F-243:

.88 k) O
T. Check for missed housing UDItS.,..eeeeesessorssnses 1-02 oL o .
IT, Listing Book review.,........ eesssrassessranveres 1.00 .;;:1 .m -U?
IIT, Listing Book TevieW.....eeeeeseees Ceesrereasaranen 1.00 m o .06
IV, Population items revieW.....v.vesssecssanssosssaes 1.0 ()‘”‘ ~“'; -06

V., Housing i1em revieW....eeeeseesossssases v . 1.00 A .
Lines 31 to 36 1.00 90 L 08

a0 o
VI. Enumeration book-listing Book agreement...,cesee.s 1,00 . 0
Average PO 1.00 .1 .0 W
Other:
g li‘

1, F-214 from earlier review checked.....ceeueeesnsans 188 -‘/vu* ~(1u’ '162
2. Correct pages reviewed,,..covserireraeens Crrereninan 1, o "o "o %
3. All errors recorded on F-243,, . .c.verecoerssernnans 10 .‘2; .“;{ ‘08
4. Enumerator required to £ill form F=2ld.....eeerenen 1,00 ‘;i‘; g .12
5. Manual references giVeN......iiveeersssncerissannns 1.00 e o 2
6. Appropriate entries made in item 4 of F-236,....... 1.00 . 7 “l 0 ")1
7. Column (d) of item 5 on F-236 completed.......o.uv. 1.00 .6(] .:{\;i .53
8. Dwelling counts reconciled in F-236,.....000eenvnss 1.00 ";‘;; " 5
9. Action taken correctly in section VIT of I'-243,.... 1,00 E:v ,”.; ’ ’38

10. Enumerator given F-242 when NecesSsaly.eeseessesasen 1.00 a7 L8 .
Average......... Cerrisenieriasaas Cesiaeenraannas 1,00 S5 A8 27

Source: Forms F-289, Evaluation of Field Review for PH-1 or PH-2,

that most of these were cases of second assignments for
which only final review was required,

Table 22 compares the action actually taken by the
reviewer—who made first and final reviews only, or
made additional reviews, or released the enumerator—
with the correct action according to his instructions.
It shows the correct action was taken 80 percent of the
time and an incorrect action was taken 18 percent of the
time, For theremaining 2 percent, the correct action
could not be determined, The incorrect actions con-
sisted of more than the necessary number of reviews
having been performed almost as often as less than the
required number of reviews. The reviewers some-
times explained on the form that a second review was
conducted because the enumerator had not done enough
iwork by the time of first review to be judged.

Tables 21 and 22showthatin 1.1 percent of the cases
the correct action was to release the enumerator before
final review and in 0,8 percent of the cases the enu-
merators were released. The similarity in these
proportions, however, is only fortuitous: In 0.3 percent
of the cases enumerators were released when the tally
of errors indicated that only first and final reviews were
required, and in 0.2 percent of the cases enumerators
were released when it was uncertain as to what was
required but there was no indication that the enumerator
should have been released, In 0,8 percent of the cases
the enumerator should have been released but was not,

Table 24.--Comparison of Field Review Action on
Regional Office Telegrams and Field Review
Forms: Stage | of Two-Stage Areas

Type of field review Rg“}}?g“?l Forn
and action lelegrans F-243
PLTEL POVIEW, o4t esrrunnesvsrunnnes 1,000 11,000
No further review required,....., 807 87
Further review required......... S 123
Enumerator released.,...,....... 016 . 006
Intermediate TEVIEWS..,........... 1,000 1,000
No further review required...... 817 830
Further review required..,...... e Jdaz
Enumerator released,,........... L055 08
Final review,..ivuveeernensirnyess 1,000 21,000
EA acceptable................... 96 .97
EA not acceptable, .. .evvnurnn... 024 .02

TExeludes some sample cases (about 14 porcent) where
there appear to have been irregular patterns of review |
end vhere 1t was lmpossible from the forms to tell what
action should have been tnken, Most of these cases (84
percent of them) had final reviews only.

?Tneludes only those cases where final review was
conducted,

Source: Forms F~243, Record of Field Review, PH-L

and PH-2, and Regional Office telegrame,
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During the field operation the Regional Offices were
gummarizing the field review reports received from
their two-stage District Offices and telegraphing the
results to Washington twice a week, Insofar as the re-
sults of final review are concerned, the reports from
these telegrams agree with the sample of forms F-243
(see table 24), With regard to the proportions of enu-
merators released, however, there is wide variance:
The telegrams report that 1,6 percent of the "first
reviews” ended with the release of the enumerator; the
sample of forms [F-243 shows only 0,6 percent, The
results of the telegraphic reports of intermediate re-
views, both second and third, similarly show twice as
high a proportion ending in the release of the enumerator
as does the sample of forms 17-243,

Because there was no provision ineither the District
Office reports or the telegrams for reporting the number
of enumerators who had _ﬂLTlE], the cnumerators who quit
may have beenadded in with those who were released for

Table 25-- Proportions of Enumerators Released According to
With Those Released and Quit According to Field Review
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cause, Some reviewers noted on the form F-243 that an
enumerator had quit; but, since they were not required
to do this, the number reported on the forms would be
expected to be an underestimate, Nevertheless, as can
be seen in table 25, adding the number who quit to
those released makes the F-243 results comparable
with those of the telegrams for some regions,

Closeout Review

When three attempts to obtain the census information
directly from a member of a household by personal visit
or telephone failed and the enumerator obtained the
information from neighbors (“closeout” procedure),
there was a high likelihood that he was unable to obtain
all the required information, To control the number of
such cases, each enumerator's work was reviewed in
two ways:

Regional Office Telegrams, Compared
Forms: Stage | of Two-Stage Areas

From telegrams: From field review forms:

ional Office Released | Released| Total Released Quit Released Quit
Regionz Total after | after 2nd|released Total Total after after |after 2nd | after 2nd

¢ Lst or 3rd and | released | quit Lst Ist or3d | or3rd

review review quit review review review review
TOTAL . v o v v ev v en LORY 016 000 020 .009 011 .005 .008 004 .003
NORTH FAST. v v vvvv v v , L0731 - - 025 .01 .014 - - - -
Bostbon, MAG . evecesan, . 036 021 015 .022 - .022 - .015 - .007
New York, N.Y..ooooon 030 017 013 ,030 ,013 017 .010 Q14 .003 .003
Philadelphin, Pa......, 043 027 .016 .030 ,013 017 .009 .013 . 004 .004
Pitteburgh, Pa......... 019 014 005 .028 014 .014 .0l4 - - .014
Cincinnati, Ohio....... 023 012 .01l 005 .005 - - - .005 -
NORTH CENTRALL .. ..ovvvun . 02 - - 017 .Qna ,008 - - - -
Detroit, Mich.......... Neks) 019 .Q07 .008 .008 - .008 - - -
Chicago, IT1ll........... 019 L010 .009 .030 020 ,010 .010 .010 .010 -
St. Paul, Minn....... e .01 011 .008 .010 - 010 - - - .010
Kanaao Gity, Mo....... . L6 007 .008 009 - .009 - .009 . - -
St. Lowis, Mo,....... e 024 015 008 013 - 013 - 013 - -
SOUTH. o0 v vt i en it cnnans R4 - - 004 - 004 - - - -
Charlotte, N.C..ovvuvnn 018 012 .006 006 - 006 - .006 - -
Atlanta, Ga...ooovunnns . 025 015 010 - - - - - - -
New Orleans, Iibe... ... L026 L021 .005 - - - - - - -
Dallas, Tex,....vvo... . 032 016 016 009 - .009 - .009 - -
Denver, Colo,....... ves 019 015 004 - - - - - - -
L N 031 - - 032 .018 014 - - - -
Los Angeles, Calif..... .032 018 013 .034 .021 .012 .008 .008 013 004
Seattle, Wanh..covv.u.s 024 ,010 014 024 - 024 - 024 - -

Source: Torms F-243, Record of

Field Review, PH-1 and PH-2, and Regional Office telegrams.
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1. After an assignment was accepted at fin‘al review,
the reviewer (crew leader or field reviewer) ex-
amined entries for each household completed by
closeout. If there were more than 25 lines
(people and housing units) in the assignment with

Table 26--Results of Closeout Review: Stage |
of Two-Stage Areas

Tallies on forms F-243 Proportion of EA’s
TObAL, s cesevarsrossasnsacsnas 1.00
No evidence of closeout review..... .19
Some evidence of closeout review.,. .81
Tallies incomplete....ereesseanes .12
Tallies cOMPlete. . veerrnevansans .62
Failed..eeeesceereennsnnscenses to2
PasSed. . evevsrereraoenrasanasns .68

1The proportion actually rejected was ,06, according
to the action shown by the crew leader on line 47.

Source: Forms F-243, Record of Field Review, PH-1
and PH-2. .

Table 27.--Closeout Entries on Forms With Evidence
of Closeout Review: Two-Stage and Single-Stage
Areas

(Propor tion of EA's)

' Two-stage areas Single-
Closeout entry stage
Stage | Stage |l areas
Total EA's with
tallies for close-
OUut revieW...eveeess 1,000 1,000 1,000
Marked for failurel.,..... 079 070 .039
Correctly.reerrooeennse .09 .058 .012
Ineorrectly.vessaenseee. .060 La12 LQ_7
Marked for acceptance?,,,, .800 .892 .906
Correctly..evirrnennnses 796 L79L 906
Incorrectly.yeinvenes... . 00% .10L . 000
Result not marked:.,....., 121 .038 .055
Should have failed,...,, .00L ,021 . 000
Should heve accepted, ... .120 .17 . 055

;"17 Yes - Give o closeout enumerator,"
"7 No - Accept A,

Source: Forms F-243, Record of Field Review , PH-1
and PH-2; forms F-244, Record of Field
Review, PH-3 and PH-4; and forms F-243A ,
Record of Field Review, Single Stage.

missing information for any one of the questiong
on sex, race, sample key, type of housing unjt
access to unit, or occupancy of unit, or ifg |
housing unit neither had a head of household
designated nor was designated as vacant, the
assignment was to be given to another enumerator
who was to visit at least once every unit which
had been completed by closeout procedure,

2. In the District Office, the quality control clerk
checked to see if more than 20 percent of the
housing units in an XA had been completedby the
closeout procedure, regardless of the amount of
missing information. If so, the assignment was
gent back to the field. There is no record of the
proportion of IiA’s sent back for this reason,

A national sample of Listing Books shows that 3§
percent of the Stage I housing units were marked as
enumerated by closeout procedure.

The results of examination of records of the close-
out review by crew leaders are confusing. First of all,
table 26 reveals that there was no evidence of the close-
out review having been made in 19 percent of the EA'g,
In another 12 percent of the cases, the tallles that were
to appear on lines 45 and 406 of the review form were
incomplete, Where the information existed, there was
disagreement between the tallies on lines 45 and 46 and

Table 28--Errors Per Population or Housing Line
as Found in Office Quality Control: Stage |

of Two-Stage Areas and 100 Percent ltems
for Single-Stage

‘ Errors per Proportion of-
line inspected?
p ED's Crew leaders
e - 1.00 1.00 ¢
B 0o T Oh A2
01 50 L0utsvnronnrrnnans 30 W31
U R 1 R 8 0
- e T 1o PO .03 05
X T T o PO Ner) 02
S T S To T 01 )
3 TR Y () (2)
WBLEO ST0u et rinrirnanans () (2)
V7L B0 LB0u i eneeaeas (%) -
BL 10 W90 i ens - N
(91 50 1000 vuervnern (#) (2)
L1.0L OF MOT&trvrasennncnns - (z)
Mean errora per Line....... 05 .05

Z Tess than 005,

A line is deflned as either a honslwg Line (with an
expected 10 items) or a population line (with an ex-
pected 7 items). On the averape, there ave about 8.2
items per line. Errors include omiosions.

ED enumeration book or books rejected when errors
per line greater than .50, which is equivalent to &

'6 percent error rate on an item basis,

Source: Formg F-267, Office O Reeord for PH-L.
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the final action shown on line 47; the former showed 2
percent of the EA’s failing the closeout review, and the
latrer, 6 percent, The truth may be somewhere in
between, because the reports telegraphed to Washington
from the Regional Offices showed that 3,5 percent of the
assignments had been rejected for closeout in Stage I.

District Office Quality Control

After the enumeration hooks received in the District
Offices had passed the checks for damaged books and
closeout, the work of each enumerator was inspected,
Three percent of the pages in the 100~percent enu-
meration books for an ED were reviewed for the
completeness of the population and housing lines (ex-
cluding households and housing units which had been
enumerated by closeour procedure), The ED was
rejected if more than 6 percentof the items were blank.,

When an ED was rejected, the IID map, the Listing
Book and both the Stage I and Stage Il enumeration
books were returned to the crew leader for correction,
The second time an D) was rejected after a given field

31

reviewer had done the final review, he was to be relieved
of his field-review functions regardless of whethex or not
he had had a chance to be retrained after the first ED
failed, (Such field reviewers were then allowed to do
enumeration if more was available.) The crew leader
was relieved of field-review functions after the second
rejected ED only if his scheduled retraining had been
performed before he reviewed the ED,

According to the telegrams received from the
Regional Offices, 3.2 percent of the ED’'s were rejected
in District Office quality control in two-stage enu-
meration areas for incomplete population and housing
items. The sample of forms F-267 and F-268 upon which
the District Offices recorded Itheir results, however,
shows only 1.9 percent of the ED’slas rejected.

District Office quality control was duplicated in
Washington for a national sample of housing units. The
error rate of .007 reported by the District Offices
closely matched the error rate of ,009 found in the
national sample. ‘Table 2 shows this comparison as well
as giving the office error rates by item.

Table 29.--Nonresponse Rates for Population and Housing Items Found in Field and Office Reviews and
in National Sample: Proportion of Work Rejected and Work Which Should Have Been Rejected

(Nonresponse rates are [ack of response or inconsistencies in responses)

Two-stage areas Single-stage areas
Inspection and results
Stage | Stage Il o ;
(100% items), (Sampl8 itens) 100% items Sample items

First field review:

Estimated nonresponse TaEO . .. ... ueererreersenonosnonne .007 o012 (NA) (NA)

Proportion of EATa rejected on these checkS,........... 2,016 ,014 (NA) (Na)
Final field review:

Estimated nonresponse Tabe .. viuvsieirieerrseriorenies 2.003 2.00'7 .005 .009

Proportion of EA's rejected on these checks,........e.. .005 .005 (N4) (N4)
Office review:?

Estimated nonresponse ratel ... .i.ieieiiierieiininiiaes .007 5'007 5‘007 6’007

Proportion of ED's 1ejected, vuyvevseirrrrnrrenronnnens . .019 ,008 .020 .029
National Sample;

Nonresponse rate for items checked on final veview®,.,. (N&) .032 (NA) 034

Proportion of ED's which should have been rejected on,

R AT 1 PP | (NA) .228 (NA) 134
Nonresponse rate for items inspected in office......... .009 .019 (NA) (nNa)
Proportion of ED's which should have been rejected in

ofgice.......... e et reehienee it . .025 071 (NA) (NA)

NA Not avallable,

tan average of three people per household was used in computing the estimated nonresponse rates,
When the reviewer was asked to tally nonresponses for more than one item

mey be overstatements of the errors found:

These estimates

on one line (as for PLO-Pl2, P27, E3L-P33, ete.) the estimated number of items checked was not multiplied by the

nurber of items on the line.

“his is a maximum rate—agssuming thet no BA failed hoth the population end housing checks.

This review oxcluded all vecant households.
From forms [F-267 and F-268.
From forms F-280, The telegrams reported..0L6,
From the telegraphic reports,

The telegrams reported ,032,

. Y d Review, PH~3 and PH-4;

Source: Forms F~243, Record of Fleld Review, PH-L and PH-2; forms F-244, Record of Fiel, ’ j

forms F-2434, Record of Field Review, Single Stage; forms F-267, Office GO Record for PH-1; forms F-268, Office Q°
Record for PH-2; forms F-280, Office QO Record for PH-3 or PH-4; and national sample of completed Fosdic books.
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Payroll Verification

Since the enumerators were paid on a piece-rate basis
it was important to make sure that they. had indeed re-
corded the census information for the same number of
people as they claimed on their payroll voucher. Afte_zr
the District Office quality control clerks made their
quality control checks they also verified the population
counts in the enumeration books, the Listing Books, and
the payroll voucher.

They first compared the number of people on every
20th page in the enumeration books with the count
recorded for the corresponding housing units in the
Listing Book. If one error was found, the population
counts for every unit in the enumeration book were to
be matched with those in the Listing Book, correcting the
Listing Book as necessary,

Next, they verified the addition of the population
counts on every third page of the Listing Book; if one
error was found they were to verify the addition of all

pages.

After all necessary corrections had beenmadetothe
page totals, they were then to verify the addition (and
the transcription, it must be assumed) of all the page
totals for population and housing counts for each ED
in the EA as shown on a summary page of the Listing
Book,

Form F-287, Office Payroll Verification Record for
Two-Stage Areas, was used for making these checks,
The inspection for one EA was to be recorded on one
line of this form, Often, however, ED’s were listed on
separate lines, The proportions of lines in error for
the three checks described above were, respectively, 8,
22, and 32 percent, where a line could be either an EA
or an ED.

The errors found in these three checks were cumu-
lative, An error in the first check would automatically
mean an exrror in the second and third checks.

The total 100-percent population count and housing
count in the EA were then verified or changed as
necessary on the payrell voucher, and the ED counts
were posted on the cover of the enumeration book,

Transcription Verification

For the sample households and people that were to be
enumerated in Stage II, the Stage I enumerator tran-
scribed the 100-percent information from the Stage I
enumeration book to the Stage llenumeration book., This
work was verified ona sample basisbothin the field and
in the District Offices.

In the field the reviewers checked the transcription
of one sample housing unit on every page of the Listing
Book. When there were five sample housing units on a
page of the Listing Book, this resulted in a 20~percent
sample verification. If there were one or more errors

per housing unit inspected, the assignment was tope
completely verified and corrected,

Table 30.--Transcription Verification Error Rate
in Field Review: Stage | of Two-Stage Areas

Transcription i Transeription .
BITOrs per P&?”E;{:g" errors per Pé([)pgx'lon
housing unit housing unit s
I . .
TotaLeeses Lo st g Lavst,, A
Tl o 1000, (Z
Useruserannnns L0 L {z
0L to J9eauann REE | I S I T R ¥ JRN (2
10 to 1900000 [N
W20 o 29 aie Al e o b, (2)
30 b0 W30 e LR L o e, , (0l
A0 to A9 LN
Monn errer pati J6
50 to A9 ... W
NCTAR o T < I 2] Progsaed o of
L70 o SO L B8 railing
80 Lo 9L Y treanaeriptiog
90 1o D9 AN veririention,, 0

Z  less than Q0N
1Rej(5:c'.1;;i.ou rate wag LA,

Source:  Fopns F-243, Becord o ©leld Yevlew, PHel
and Pli-g,

Table 31.-- Errors Found in Office Transcription
Verification: Stage | of Two-Stage Areas

Number of Proportion Number of Proportion
erors? of EA's errors? of EA's
Total.,. 100 Bt oe v iy A
{ T N .01
Ovevennnsnns O | B T e e (1
L IR S | Wl
2y i, S | I T . {
T O @
by L5 0 ol
Bt reiinns RO T . (2
Baverennnens NS | T, {1
Teevrnrernns OB P (2
B, NOCH | P . A
U RS | EIE N ! B
100 eienenens .03
110,00, PN L2 [HReieeted with
12,0000, ‘e L0 ey srrars !
L T . L0 thay 29%, ., B

Z Less than 008,

The sampling wag detlgned so that, every BA would
have about 15 housing units Inopected, with 1ittle vari-
abllity. FErrors inelude ominaions.

The verifier was to stop verifylny and reject the B
as goon as 25 errors woere found.

3The verifier was 1o refect i one wrong housing it
was transeribed or one person was omithed.

Source: Forms F-278, Offlcc Verifiestion of Trans-
eription to PH-3 or PH-4,
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The resultof the transcription verification performed
by the crew leaders was not recorded on the Regional
Office Quality Control Report and was thus not part of
the Regional Offices’ telegraphic reports. Going by the
sample of forms I'-243, rranscription verification took
place in the field for 83 percent of the assignments,

Among the LIA’s for which fleld verification of the
wranscription was recorded, only 2 percent were found
by the field reviewers or crew leaders to have unaccept-
able transcription. This, as will be seen below, is a
very low error rate compared with the error rate of
9 percent found later by the people in the District
Offices, It may be that this check was carried out so
poorly in the field because it was the last step taken
before delivering the enumeration books and other
materials for the XA to the District Office, and the
crew leaders and field reviewers may have beenoverly
eager to conclude their work on each EA,

The sampling plan for quality contrel in the District
Offices was designed wo that Stage 1T entries for about

15 housing units would be verified for each EA, When
there were 77 Stage 11(25-percent sample) housing units
in the EA, the District Office verification of about 15 of
them resulted in about the same sampling rate for veri-
fication as was used in the field verification, The
District Office inspection, however, was of a truncated
sample: The moment the verifier found 25 errors, or
one wrong housing unit or group quarters person er-
roneously transcribed to the Stage II enumerationbook,
he was to stop inspecting and set aside the book for
correction, '

In two-stage areas the telegrams from the Regional
Offices indicated that the District Offices had rejected
9 percent of the EA’s for unacceptable transcription;
the sample of Transcription Verification Forms (F-278)
shows 13 percent,

In assignments that were not rejected (the only ones
for which full tallies of errors were made), there was
an estimated 3,7 percent exror rate per item,

B PR
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